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Introduction 
The foundation of today’s academic library can be traced back to the Mouseion of 
ancient Alexandria, the center of Greek knowledge better known as the Library of 
Alexandria. This temple to the Muses simultaneously acted as a research center, library, 
museum, cultural repository, and venue for the veneration of art and human 
accomplishment for the ancient academe. The modern academic library has generally 
failed to remain true to this original ideal and has instead tended to focus solely on its 
roles as collector and distributor of physical and digital materials, research facilitator, 
and, increasingly, as a space for computer labs. The latter role developed in the collective 
imagination during the 1990s and early 2000s, when over two hundred academic libraries 
were built or renovated to include new spaces referred to as “Information Commons,” 
“Learning Commons,” or other similar phrases. The trend was a welcome change from 
the outdated modular design typically found in academic libraries since the “Commons” 
concept encouraged libraries to position their services around an open, flexible space 
filled with modern furniture, the latest technologies, and group study spaces.  
 Many studies have been conducted over the past decade on the “Commons” 
movement, focusing on such varied topics as their design, usage, cost, sustainability, and 
future. A typical conclusion reached is that this design idea has passed its peak and is 
unlikely to inspire additional enthusiasm without further innovation. While conducting 
preliminary research, the researcher noticed that the majority of libraries using the 
Commons model are large libraries capable of financing a technology-based building 
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renovation, specifically Association of Research Libraries (ARL) members, state 
universities, and wealthier community colleges. Smaller liberal arts colleges were not 
often mentioned in the literature as participants in this movement, possibly due to a lack 
of interest among stakeholders or mission incompatibility. The Commons idea may not 
be the best fit for smaller college libraries looking to renovate, but a new model now 
exists that has the potential to bring these libraries back into prominence on campus while 
also harking back to the ideals of the original Mouseion. 
In 2009, Goucher College unveiled its Athenaeum, a 103,000 square foot 
academic library quite unlike any other. The Athenaeum boasts an open forum for 
performances and lectures, restaurant, art gallery, student radio station, community 
service center, special collections, multicultural affairs office, exercise equipment, and, of 
course, all of the features and technologies one normally associates with a 21st century 
academic library. The Athenaeum’s design is also unusually energy efficient and 
environmentally friendly, which earned it Gold LEED certification upon its completion. 
Unlike the Commons design, this design concept—featuring multipurpose facilities 
adjacent to and within library space—incorporates several cultural, social, and 
intellectual hotspots into a single building in order to revitalize the library’s image and 
use among its patrons. Since this concept is relatively new, little research has been 
conducted on its viability for future adoption by similar institutions.  
This gap in the literature needs to be addressed so that smaller college libraries 
can have an innovative model to aspire to or emulate in coming years. This research 
includes an extensive case study of the Goucher College Athenaeum Library in order to 
study which elements of its design have been successful in reviving patron use of the 
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library, whether the addition of non-library cultural and social elements has played a 
positive role in accomplishing the library’s mission, and whether this model can be 
generalized for future use in other college library renovations. The case study was 
conducted using three distinct methods of data collection: 1) documentation analysis, 2) 
non-participant qualitative observation, and 3) semi-structured interviews with 
Athenaeum staff. When combined, these methods provided a detailed portrait of the 
Athenaeum on which to base an analysis of its design and use of space. This particular 
library makes a compelling argument for the continuation of “library as place” that is 
both modern and defensible to higher education administrations; this exploratory study is 
meant to provide a foundation for future research on this particular model. 
The current economic climate strongly encourages the college libraries fortunate 
enough to receive funding for new building or renovation projects to consolidate 
resources and space with other campus entities and to strive for energy efficiency. 
Multipurpose libraries such as Goucher College’s Athenaeum add value to and increase 
student interest in traditional library offerings by incorporating cultural and social 
elements, and its environmentally conscience design appeals to potential donors and 
administrations. This detailed study of the design contributes to the literature on 
innovative use of library space and the future of academic library design, particularly for 
smaller liberal arts colleges that are often overlooked by major studies.  
 
Literature Review 
The concept of “library as place” is particularly important for this research 
because it impacts future design considerations for academic libraries. Several landmark 
 5 
articles written on this topic are usually read by those charged with facilitating library 
design processes and protecting the library’s continued physical presence. Although 
“library as place” has been a fairly popular debate topic in library science literature for 
the past two decades, particularly during a period of widespread uncertainty about the 
future of academic libraries, there has been relatively little work done since the 1990s, 
when the Commons design was in vogue, to evaluate whether that particular design craze 
successfully argued for the library’s physical presence on campuses and should be 
continue to be replicated in the future.  
 Shill and Tonner conducted the most extensive and cited study, published as two 
separate articles, on the use of academic library space in library renovations built in the 
new millennium (Shill & Tonner, 2003). In the first article, they provide data for 357 
academic library expansions, renovations, and new constructions completed between 
1995 and 2002. Using a web survey as the means of gathering the data, libraries were 
selected using the lists of projects compiled for Library Journal’s annual architectural 
issues from 1995 to 2002, and then these were narrowed to only those projects larger than 
20,000 square feet. The survey consisted of sixty-eight factual, pre- and post-project 
comparison and open-ended questions designed to elicit descriptive and usage data about 
the improved library facilities. The survey results indicated that most projects increased 
the size of the library, new buildings were moved closer to the center of campus activity, 
and that there was a significant increase in the number and type of non-library facilities 
included in new projects. This is a landmark article for the study of the impact of library 
design on library use and, although it only surveyed larger libraries and failed to make a 
formal conclusion about its findings, its findings still imply that smaller academic 
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libraries would also do well to consider moving their library closer to the center of 
campus and including non-library elements when undertaking a new construction project.  
 Shill and Tonner also published a follow-up article that included additional 
empirical analysis data related to library building projects (Shill & Tonner, 2004). This 
article focuses on how the facility improvements described in the first article impacted 
physical library usage immediately post-project and in the years following. Facility usage 
data was calculated from the responses of a second web survey with 90 participants who 
had taken part in the original survey and therefore matched the same selection criteria. 
This article is limited in scope; it studies gate counts in great depth but completely 
ignores other usage factors, such as instruction and reference transactions, that were 
probably also impacted by physical improvements. The libraries themselves provided the 
exit count data used for this analysis, making the totals less trustworthy than those 
produced from the first survey because libraries wishing to increase their exit count could 
easily have skewed the exit number calculations. Shill and Tonner found that 80% of the 
libraries increased their facility use following project completion by a median increase of 
37.4%, that private institutions experienced greater increases than public, that student use 
steadily increased even after the novelty of a new library had worn off, and—
surprisingly—that variables such as physical location, size of facility, and non-library 
service additions had nearly no impact on post occupancy usage. Although this report 
vaguely suggests that certain improvements are more likely to increase usage than others, 
this article is much less theoretically driven than most other articles on this topic because 
it is more focused on providing data to libraries looking for evidence to support appeals 
for financial backing for building projects.  
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 Bennett produced the earliest data compilation and, unlike Shill and Tonner 
(2003, 2004), he also included an extensive analysis of his survey results and a detailed 
argument for their correct interpretation and implications for the future (Bennett, 2003). 
He conducted 1) data gathering on investment parameters for new library building 
projects or renovations, 2) a survey of 438 academic institutions that undertook these 
projects between 1992 and 2001, and 3) 26 follow-up phone interviews with library 
directors and academic officers at a variety of institutions that had responded to the first 
survey. Bennett concludes from this extensive data that library building projects were 
rarely informed by a systematic assessment of how students learn in modern times. He 
argues that this unwillingness to move beyond the confines of past design experience is a 
serious flaw that needs to be remedied in the future so that new and improved paradigms 
can be created. This conservative bias in library space planning favors the provision of 
library services and collections at the expense of student knowledge creation—57% of 
respondents indicated that growth of the collections was given top priority in planning 
and, although 51% reported students being involved in the planning process, he found 
that the follow-up interviews made it clear how informal the assessments were. Bennett 
instead offers the “learning commons” model, which conceives of libraries as spaces in 
which collaborative learning and social exchange are prioritized over library services.   
Waxman (2004) used data collected by 44 interior design students sent into the 
field to document the location and characteristics of fellow students’ favorite “third 
places.” This idea of the “third place,” which was mentioned in several articles on the 
issue of “library as place” (see Wiegand 2005), refers to places where people feel 
comfortable and spend time that are not their home or work (the “first” and “second” 
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places). Waxman hypothesized that the library was such a place, but the data collected 
showed that 80% of the students documented had off-campus “third places,” and that the 
vast majority were coffeehouses or restaurants. Various design elements of these 
relaxing, social places were then selected for evaluation in Waxman’s argument that 
adding a café to an academic library would make it more likely to be seen as a viable 
“third place” by students seeking a restorative environment.  
 Gayton, although also arguing that “library as place” is an important concept for 
academic libraries, takes an entirely different stance on recent and future trends. His 
study compares what he called “social models” to traditional libraries, which he argues 
can best be understood as “communal” (Gayton, 2008). He believes that this communal 
spirit is unique to libraries among all campus buildings and too valued by its users to be 
tampered with by designers. Gayton argues against the inclusion of social spaces like 
cafes, museums, theatres, information commons, and group study spaces in libraries 
because he sees these as proof that libraries are being thought of as little more than 
storage facilities for material in need of revitalization. The “communal” experience of 
being seen engaging in serious study and the contemplative quiet of traditional libraries is 
what should be preserved, not simply the library building. To Bennett, adding any non-
library elements distracts from this role without adding any value. To prove this, Bennett 
uses data from the studies mentioned above that indicate that exit numbers did not 
significantly increase due to these types of “improvements.” While others argue that 
student learning is changing and that libraries must accept this and change in response, 
Bennett believes that it is more important for future library designs to preserve and 
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expand places for serious, quiet study rather than to frivolous modern additions like info 
commons and cafes. 
 Vondracek (2007) aims to determine how their undergraduate students use the 
physical and digital spaces of OSU’s newly renovated Valley Library, which library 
alternatives are popular among the student body, and why students might choose another 
space over a library. To do this, they electronically surveyed 949 undergraduate students 
in 2006 and found that 29% self-identified as infrequent or non-users of the library. Of 
this group, 35% were targeted for a follow-up online survey and a group of five users and 
non-users participated in two focus group discussions. From the results of these various 
qualitative methods the researchers concluded that students desire comfort, convenience, 
and quiet in both library and non-library environments and that the environment that best 
satisfies these needs will attract student patrons. 
 Jackson and Hahn recently published an article that uses a novel approach to 
studying the issues of “library as place” and yet also remains the most traditional in their 
argument (Jackson & Hahn, 2011). These investigators chose to use empirical methods 
borrowed from the psychology of religion rather than the quantitative and qualitative 
corporate models that are so pervasive in library science literature on service evaluation. 
Jackson and Hahn’s motivation was to discover whether the library as place is successful 
in embodying higher education’s mission and whether the design of the library building 
and items affect students’ feeling of connectedness to the university’s scholarly 
traditions. They conducted an in-person survey of 54 students at three different 
universities. Subjects were presented with a paper survey and a flipbook of images with 
accompanying evaluative questions that included an even mix of “traditional” and 
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“modern” style library designs for interiors, exteriors, and items. The data collected from 
this survey indicate a strong preference for the traditional models, which the investigators 
conclude—although without studying whether the students were just preconditioned to 
appreciate an aged look—that images of traditional libraries evoked feelings of 
scholarship, engagement, and even spirituality. In fact, Jackson and Hahn argue for 
traditional academic libraries as “sacred spaces,” able to produce an atmosphere that 
makes students feel more scholarly even if they may not actually use the books on the 
shelves.   
Bennett (2005) believes that the most important problem facing library designers 
is the lack of a new paradigm among academic libraries that suits modern situations. 
Using another researcher’s study on Sewanee students’ study preferences and learning 
habits, he argues that there is a need for a paradigm shift that takes into account the 
impact the internet has had on library services and the move in higher education away 
from a teaching culture to one that recognizes the importance of encouraging a learning 
culture among students. Bennett believes that in order for academic libraries to stay 
relevant within institutions with changed missions they must also adopt this new 
educational paradigm and keep abreast of learning trends. Librarians, from this point on, 
need to make design decisions based on knowledge of best learning practices as well as 
library operations best practices and find innovative ways to encourage students to study-
-and therefore stay in the library--for longer periods of time. Bennett describes the 
successful modern academic library as a “domestic public space,” or one that 
accommodates space for socializing as well as comfortable study (p. 19). 
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Demas (2005) also views the academic library’s revitalized role within academia 
as one that encourages and involves itself within active learning models. Demas, a 
librarian at Carleton College’s Gould Library, writes an anecdotal account of what 
services and design features at his library have been most successful, including a room 
called the Athenaeum that hosts sixty or more lectures and events each year. Demas looks 
back to the library’s classical origins to call for the revitalization of the academic 
library’s “historic role as an institution of learning, culture, and intellectual community” 
(p. 25). He, like many others included in this literature review, argues that adding “non-
library” elements does not detract from traditional library services, but instead enhances 
the library’s ability to sustain a modern student’s intellectual interest and learning needs.  
Caniano (2010) was the first to discuss a library model called the “Athenaeum.” 
He compares its pros and cons with those of the “Commons” model that has been so 
popular for the past decade. Commons, as he defines them, use design, technology, and 
furniture to emphasize user-defined space, clusters of network access points, and a 
centralized help desk. Although he acknowledges that this model has worked well for 
many schools, he argues that this model relies too heavily on computer technology to 
draw users and will therefore soon lose any generated utility as mobile devices and Wi-Fi 
access make stationary computer labs inconvenient and obsolete. Caniano describes the 
Athenaeum model as a cultural center and an active creator of knowledge. Since this 
model relies on fostering scholarship and culture rather than technology for making itself 
appealing and useful to patrons, Caniano argues that it—not the Commons model—will 
surely take precedence in future academic library design. 
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Methodology 
 In order to learn more about the Athenaeum’s planning process and the impact of 
its design on library usage, this research will be conducted using a case study. Creswell 
defines a case study as “as strategy of inquiry in which the researcher explores in depth a 
program, event, activity, process, or one or more individuals. Cases are bounded in time 
and activity, and researchers collect detailed information using a variety of data 
collection procedures” (Creswell, 2009, p. 13). Since the research questions require no 
quantitative data collection, several qualitative methods will be sampled in order to gain a 
more complete picture of the Athenaeum both as an institution and a physical space. 
Wildemuth states that case studies are appropriate when the research topic has to be 
studied in its natural setting, focuses on a contemporary event, and includes a variety of 
factors and relationships that can be directly observed (Wildemuth, 2009, p. 52). The 
research questions fit all three of these criteria and, since the library is relatively new and 
its design has never been the focus of extensive research, it can also be considered an 
“exploratory [study] to define [a phenomenon] worth studying further” (p. 52).  
 This case study of the Goucher College Athenaeum consists of three distinct 
methods of data collection based on the three-pronged approach recommended by 
Crowston (1997): documentation, non-participant qualitative observation, and semi-
structured interviews. By including multiple methods, the analysis is able to engage in 
data triangulation and methodological triangulation to form as complete a picture of the 
phenomenon as possible, as described by Wildemuth (2009, p. 55). The first method—
content analysis of documentation—depended almost entirely on the documentation that 
Athenaeum staff members provided for the analysis. Although there are a few floor plans 
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for library on the official website, the librarians provided more detailed records of its 
planning stages and completed design. The documentation acquired from the decade-long 
planning and implementation process provided helpful insight and data on how and why 
each library and non-library element were chosen, who took part in the planning and 
decision-making processes, and how the Athenaeum’s design and purpose changed over 
the course of the decade. 
 Next, the researcher traveled to Towson, Maryland to visit the library as a non-
participant observer within the building. The limits of this technique are clear since the 
researcher is not a student or staff member at Goucher College, and therefore could not 
truly act as a participant within the library. Over several hours, extensive field notes were 
recorded on the activities and locations of the patrons within the building in order to 
gather data on usage and record activities at the research site in an unstructured manner. 
Both descriptive and reflective notes were included while observing, as suggested by 
Wildemuth (2009, p. 189). Since the observations focused on the behaviors of patrons 
who were unable to give express permission to include them in the study, the researcher 
was quite careful not to include any identifying information about any particular 
individual. Also, the notes included many digital photographs of the library’s interior and 
exterior since the research focuses on design aesthetics and function within the physical 
space of the Athenaeum. A selection of these photos is included as Appendix 4. 
 Non-participant observation is an appropriate method to use in situations where 
the topic and location have never before been studied, as is the case with this research. 
The goal is to achieve an in-depth description of observations while in the library so that 
a meaningful analysis can take place; therefore, my observations served as the basis for a 
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deeper understanding of the workings and uses of the library. For instance, the researcher 
was able to identify who utilizes which of the library and non-library components within 
the Athenaeum and in what numbers during the hours spent within the library.  
 As in most qualitative research studies, a semi-structured interview model was 
used as a final data collection method. Since the research involves direct contact with 
humans, an application was submitted to the University of North Carolina at Chapel 
Hill’s Institutional Review Board; the application was accepted as IRB Study #12-0309 
before the trip to Towson, Maryland. The interview schedule (Appendix 3) included 
predetermined questions but also allows for the possibility of modification based on 
perceptions of what is most appropriate during the interview (Wildemuth, 2009, p. 233). 
The schedule acted as a guide to help the researcher focus on the main research questions, 
but some were dropped or altered during the course of each interview. The interview 
questions were based loosely on the “critical incident” interview technique described by 
Wildemuth, although rather than focusing on particular incidents the emphasis was on 
three main research topics (2009, p. 235).  
The interview schedule divided the interview into three distinct focus areas: 
planning, design, and evaluation. The first set of questions concern what the librarians 
involved in the planning of the Athenaeum had envisioned the new library to be and why 
they chose to include certain design features and non-library elements. The second set of 
questions concern opinions about the actual design of the library, its impact on usage, and 
the perception of the library among the campus population and library staff. The final set 
of questions concern personal evaluation of the impact of library design elements—such 
as its incorporation of “green design” and non-library elements—on whether the library is 
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being used more overall and whether aspects of the library have improved after the 
completion of the construction. 
 In this case, a small purposive sample of participants was sufficient for the 
research. Only Athenaeum staff members have the first-hand knowledge of the institution 
necessary to provide the information requested by the interview questions. The Goucher 
College Athenaeum was, of course, selected on account of its unique design and 
innovative use of space, and the librarians selected to participate in the study were chosen 
on account of their long-term involvement with the planning and running of the 
Athenaeum. Since Goucher College is within driving distance, the research was 
conducted in a thorough manner using the three methods previously described and 
physically meet with the librarians who agreed to take part in the interviews.  
 The library director and other senior staff members were first contacted via an 
IRB-approved email script (see Appendix 1) and asked if they were willing to participate 
in the study by taking part in a 1-hour solo interview. Although this was a self-selective 
process, it was the only way to narrow down the potential participants to those most 
likely to provide in-depth answers. The assumption is that staff members with the most to 
say on the topic volunteered to participate, so the participants may have also self-selected 
in this way. 
Once the positive responses were collected, the final list of participants was 
contacted in order to schedule a time and meeting place during the research trip to the 
Athenaeum. Each interview was recorded using a handheld audio recording device and 
detailed notes were also taken in case of technological failure. Since subjects are not 
identified by name in the paper, each participant was assigned a pseudonym for use in 
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this paper. After the visit, the audio recordings were transferred to a laptop and quotes 
from each interview were transcribed for the analysis. The goal is that the data collected 
from all three methods will generate interest in the future of academic library design and 
provide both the pros and cons of this particular design.  
 IRB approval was granted by UNC, all participants were briefed on the research 
before the interviews, and a consent form was signed by each interview participant (see 
Appendix 2). There were few ethical considerations for the study in light of the advance 
preparations and compliance with standard best practices. As with any interviews asking 
for personal opinions, the anonymity of the participants must be protected while 
portraying their views as completely as possible. The questions did not require personal 
answers since they are concerned with the building and usage of the Athenaeum library 
and not with the librarians themselves. The researcher does not possess any particular 
bias for or against the Athenaeum since the research questions are generally interested in 
the library’s design and its impact on patron usage.  
 Another goal of this research is to contribute both to the longstanding “library as 
place” discussion within the profession and create a foundation for future research on this 
particular model for academic library design. The data gathered forms a rather complete 
picture of a single example of this model, but as with most case studies, it may not be 
capable of generalization beyond institutions very similar to Goucher College and that is 
one weakness in the study design. During the interviews, the presence of the researcher 
may have biased the responses received to certain questions, particularly if the participant 
desired to promote the library or its staff and therefore made their answers more positive, 
however, this possibility was balanced with observation notes. 
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Another drawback of this methodology is the use of a non-random and self-
selective sample and the fact that the interviews heavily depended upon the availability 
and willingness of the participants. Finally, since Goucher College could only be visited 
once during this study, the limited time-span of less than two full days also means that 
the data is not as complete as it would be if the library was studied at more length and at 
different times over the course of a year or two. 
 
Case Study: The Athenaeum Library at Goucher College 
Goucher College was originally founded in Baltimore, Maryland in 1885 as a 
private women’s liberal arts college called Women’s College of Baltimore City. The 
college was renamed Goucher College in 1910, then permanently moved to Towson, 
Maryland, a suburb of Baltimore, in the 1950s. Its new campus expanded to 287 acres, 
which includes a large expanse of woods that rings the central buildings and creates a 
barrier between campus and Towson. At this point all of the students were still women, 
but in 1986 Goucher College voted to become a co-educational institution and began to 
accept male students. Today Goucher has 1,475 undergraduate students, with an 
additional 900 graduate students and 146 faculty members. With an endowment of nearly 
$150 million, a study abroad mandate, and a strong liberal arts curriculum, Goucher is 
one of the leading private colleges in the country. It offers 31 majors and focuses mainly 
on undergraduate education, with 80% of the undergraduate students living on campus, 
but it also offers several Master’s programs, including an MA in Cultural Sustainability, 
an MA in Digital Arts, an MA in Teaching, and a Master of Education degree. 
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The original library built for the Towson campus was named the Julia Rogers 
Library and, although it was ahead of its time when it was built in the 1950s, after several 
decades and sustained college growth it was badly in need of updating. The Rogers 
Library was originally marked for an expansion, but the arrival of a new college president 
led to approval of an entirely new, thoroughly modern building. The old library was dark, 
compact, and too small for its collection, but the winning new design—eventually called 
the Athenaeum Library—offered twice as much space as well as room for future growth. 
The building project celebrated its groundbreaking in May 2007 and, although projected 
to open for the fall semester of 2008, the Athenaeum was not formally opened until 
September 2, 2009. The staff, collections, and all other library materials were moved 
from the Julia Rogers Library to the new facility during the summer. 
The Athenaeum was designed by RMJM Hillier Architecture of Philadelphia, a 
firm that is sadly now defunct. Draft McCune Walker Inc. supplied the civil engineering, 
Whiting-Turner Contracting Co. acted as construction manager, and RMF Engineering 
Inc. provided the mechanical and electrical engineering. The building’s exterior consists 
of an interesting mixture of Butler stone, which matches the stone used for many building 
on campus, redwood, glass, and copper accents. The interior construction includes 
terrazzo flooring, white oak, redwood, carpet, and glass. The total cost for this project, 
not including the $9 million spent to move an access road and build an additional power 
plant and parking lot, totaled $48 million. Fundraising began years before the building 
begun and is considered a huge success; $25 million of the total was raised from alumni 
and friends alone, $3.4 million was granted from state and federal funding, and the 
remainder of the money came from a state bond issue. 
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The Athenaeum Library’s total annual budget, including payroll, is $1,423,000 
and the entire building covers 103,000 square feet. The design of this library allows it, 
unlike Goucher’s previous library, to stay open 24 hours per day, 7 days a week when 
classes are in session. Since its opening in 2009, the Athenaeum has been applauded for 
its innovative design and success in recapturing students’ flagging interest in their college 
library. Although accurate door counts have proved to be a problem, one estimate reports 
a nearly 50% increase in library use compared to the Julia Rogers Library. The Goucher 
College website offers a digital “campus tour,” and the Athenaeum is the first stop: “The 
Athenaeum is the flagship building of our campus—a physical hub that is also the 
figurative heart of our academic community” (Campus, 2012). 
 
Design Features 
Entrances 
 The Athenaeum has two main entrances since it is built into the side of a hill; one 
is on the “Forum level” and opens near the Hyman Forum’s stage and Alice’s Restaurant 
(App. 4, Image 5), the other is on the “entry level” and looks down over the Forum and 
into the Information Commons (App. 4, Image 6). The upper level entrance, which leads 
into the Athenaeum from a part of campus that includes the Student Union and several 
dormitories, is the grander of the two. Outside the double glass doors and to the right is a 
long display window that features a selection of the artwork that is in the Silber Art 
Gallery on the other side of the wall and just inside the doors is a large staircase that 
reaches all four floors. The first view when stepping inside this entrance is of the 
expansive Forum cascading downwards a full story and ending in a stage, while above 
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there is an airy, open atrium lit up with natural sunlight streaming in through the glass 
ceiling (App. 4, Image 19). Several of the walls are wooden, painted bright red and blue 
to add color to the otherwise pale interior.  
To the left of this open space is a small information desk, which was manned by a 
student employee and constantly busy on a Sunday night. On the walls there was a glass 
case displaying recent faculty publications, a flat screen TV flashing various Goucher 
event announcements, and a map of each floor of the Athenaeum building. From this 
entrance one can walk along a hall that has a wall to the left made of glass that looks into 
the Information Commons and tables along a wall overlooking the atrium and Forum to 
the right. This hall leads to the main entrance of the Athenaeum Library and the Mikulski 
Information Commons. 
Athenaeum Library and Mikulski Information Commons 
 The library’s main entrance is located on the first floor, conveniently located near 
the Forum, building entrance, radio station, restaurant, and cardio loft (App. 4, Image 11). 
Upon entering the library, there was a comment board that asked students to write about 
their spring break plans—the board was filled with marker scribbles from excited 
students. There is also a mounted flatscreen TV that was flashing campus and library 
events and maps of the library’s stacks. To the right of the entrance was a glass display 
case showcasing some children’s books that were part of the Siebert Curriculum 
Resource Center beyond. Visitors are also immediately greeted with a bookcase of new 
arrivals on either side and a preview of the naturally lit, colorful stacks further back.  
 The Mikulski Information Commons is directly to the left of the library’s main 
entrance and can be seen from the atrium area through a soundproof glass wall that runs 
 21 
its length on one side (App. 4, Image 13). The other side of this rectangular, open room is 
lined with windows that let in natural light. Along the left side are long desks with iMac 
computer stations outfitted with video editing and graphic design programs and even a 
chess table. The right side has a smaller number of PC computer stations and rolling 
chairs, which outnumber the computers, are scattered around the room as students work 
in pairs or groups. On a Sunday night, over 35 students were using this area. There is a 
long help desk near the entrance and to the right that offers technology and reference help 
(App. 4, Image 14). The center of the room has a pod filled with large copiers, scanners, 
and printers and an open “office pod” with walls that don’t quite reach the ceiling for the 
reference and instruction staff members. 
 Since the librarians share this space with the Decker Center for Teaching, 
Learning, and Technology (CTLT) staff, there is an extra area in the back with a separate 
Information Technology Help Desk manned by CTLT student employees. In the back 
there is also the Library Classroom, where the instruction librarians teach information 
literacy and research classes, one Video Viewing Room equipped with DVD, Bluray, and 
VHS players, a small Consulting Room that a student was using as a quiet, private study 
space, and a large Digital Arts Classroom that has computers with the equipment required 
by the MA in Digital Arts program. Near the main help desk there is also a Student 
Workroom that holds a computer with Kurzweil, a program that reads text out loud for 
the blind, installed, a scanner, education kits, and a small store of emergency supplies. 
 The library stacks are four stories tall, so each level is a bit shorter than the rest of 
the Athenaeum. There are display cases scattered among the shelving units and student 
artwork hung on many of the walls. From the wooden staircase that divides the stack area 
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from the library entrance the stacks seem to be encased in a glass box, with sunlight 
filtering in from all sides. The ends of each bookcase are painted bright, primary colors 
and students can be seen studying in chairs and at individual carrels throughout every 
floor. The stack levels above and directly below the main level have wooden doors that 
are always shut because these are designated quiet floors; a sign on each of the doors 
reads “Quiet Floor—No group work, please.” The first floor of the stacks has been built 
over the tracks of a future compact shelving unit, which is an anticipated need. 
The other two stacks are lively places, with large group study tables and wall-
mounted TVs that can be hooked up to a laptop to display presentations or a paper. At the 
entrance to the main stack level is a centrally located space with a low bookcase filled 
with oversize books and rows of DVDs and CDs. No matter where I went in the stacks, 
every seat, nook, and cranny was filled with students and student belongings. Across 
from the fourth stack level is the entrance to the Elsie Clark Krug Reader’s Room, which 
is large, relaxing room filled with couches, tables, and fun reading material (App. 4, 
Image 16). Inside the door there is a book swap bookcase and the library director’s office. 
Next to the office is one large classroom, and larger group study and small private study 
room line the hall between this room and the Batza Room. Across from the director’s 
office is a wall lined with shelves of journals, magazines, and newspapers. There are also 
bookcases filled with recreational reading books, a large glass exhibit case that was 
featuring street art when I visited, and an extra copy machine in this room. 
Siebert Curriculum Resource Center 
 This center is located directly to the right of library’s main entrance and is not 
closed off from the rest of the library by any doors or barriers. Along the wall is a low 
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bookcase full of children’s books and a large, glass-walled classroom that opens from 
inside the Center and from the atrium outside the library. The Center is a large, open 
room with movable shelving and furniture that can be rearranged to fit almost any 
purpose. This Center was originally meant to serve the needs of the Master of Education 
graduate students, but its role has expanded to include acting as a space for collaborative 
programming with local schools and public libraries in the broader community, hosting 
symposia for local librarians, teachers, and administrators, and other events. Students 
were heavily using both the larger room and the classroom during the observational visit. 
Batza Room 
 The Batza Room has an entrance on the top floor of the atrium and another inside 
the library that leads into the Krug Reader’s Lounge. This is a large room that can 
comfortably seat up to 50 people and is mainly used for special events. There is a 
retractable projector screen that takes up one entire wall, a large marble table in the 
middle of the room, and even a kitchenette and cabinetry for food. During the visit, a 
large group of students were using the projector to watch a movie. 
Special Collections & Archives 
 Goucher’s Special Collections and Archives department was ill served at the 
Rogers Library, which did not have enough space or the necessary quality controls. The 
impressive archive, which includes the Jane Austen Collection, is now housed in a state-
of-the-art facility on the top floor of the Athenaeum. It has a separate entrance from the 
library because it holds different hours, but its entrance is near the top floor library 
entrance and easily accessible for students and visitors (App. 4, Image 17). To the right of 
the entrance is a glass wall display case that showcases some of the special collection 
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items and to the left is a glass wall that grants viewers an exciting glimpse into the 
conservation lab.  
Hyman Forum 
 The Hyman Forum, modeled on the amphitheatres of ancient Greece and Roman, 
is an open-air stage with tiered, stair-like marble seating extending from the first to the 
second floor (App. 4, Image 7). The Forum can comfortably seat around 700 people, and 
when I visited there were chairs lining the space between the bottom terrace and the stage 
for extra seating. Above the seats is the 15-foot-wide, four-story-tall atrium that lights up 
the space with sunlight during the day and with bright, suspended lights at night (App. 4, 
Image 19). Video monitors around the periphery of the Forum enable visitors passing 
through to watch unfolding news events, films, simulcasts of campus events, and sports 
games. The stage can be booked for special events or be used by students for impromptu 
performances or discussions. The stage often hosts lectures, performances, panel 
discussions, public events, student meetings, and even town hall style meetings for the 
local community (App. 4, Image 8). One can hardly pass through any floor of the 
Athenaeum without discovering what is happening in the Forum, since it can be seen 
from any floor by looking over the wall into the atrium in the center of the building. 
Alice’s Restaurant 
 Alice’s Restaurant improves on the typical library café by offering light fare until 
late hours as well as coffees, teas, and smoothies. It is located on the first floor next to the 
Forum, one floor below the library’s main entrance, so students can easily grab a bite to 
eat or drink without the smells and sounds of the restaurant permeating the library (App. 
4, Image 10). During the observation period, there were 12 students were sitting at tables 
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eating, chatting, and watching a basketball game on the flatscreen TV mounted to one 
wall. The tables also offer prime views of the Forum’s events and the far wall is made 
entirely of glass windows that overlook an outdoor seating area and an expanse of green 
lawn with a building on the far side. 
Jones Commons 
 The Jones Commons is another entirely new feature for Goucher College. It is a 
private area on the first floor of the Athenaeum, located near Alice’s Restaurant but far 
enough away from the Forum to remain peaceful. This Commons’ entrance is locked 
from the outside to visitors and is meant to serve as a comfortable space for day students, 
which comprise roughly 20% of Goucher’s undergraduate population and many of the 
graduate students. The Jones Commons includes a full kitchen, a wall of lockers, 4 iMac 
desk carrels, couches and chairs, a dining table, and a TV in a separate lounge area. There 
were several students using the computers and TV lounge. 
Silber Art Gallery 
 The Silber Art Gallery is located about halfway between the first and second 
floors of the Athenaeum, with an external entrance from campus and an internal entrance 
from the Forum area (App. 4, Image 9). The gallery offers a secure space for Goucher’s 
art holdings, which previously had never been displayed due to lack of suitable space, 
and exhibitions from the Special Collections and Archives department. The gallery is 
closed Sunday nights, but a large, museum-like room with plenty of wall space for 
hanging art and floor space for stand-alone pieces or display cases could be seen through 
the glass door. 
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Goucher Student Radio 
 Although it was not observed firsthand, there is a high-tech space with a fully 
equipped, windowed studio for the student disc jockeys. Its entrance is on the main entry 
level of the Athenaeum, so it is centrally located within the building and able to report on 
any Forum events. The station is also wired into the Athenaeum’s audiovisual system, 
enabling its programs to be broadcast throughout the building on special occasions. 
Cardio Loft 
 The Cardio Loft, located on the top floor, is not surrounded by walls or any other 
barriers (App. 4, Image 18). The cardio equipment, which includes ellipticals, stationary 
bikes, and rowing machines, instead overlooks the forum from the highest point in the 
atrium from one direction and offers views of the entire campus through a wall of 
windows from the other. There are also informal student gathering spots, including tables 
along the atrium wall and a lounge area with couches and a TV, on this floor. 
Pinkard Community Service & Multicultural Affairs Center 
 This Center is tucked into a back corner of the top floor of the Athenaeum near 
the Cardio Loft. In the entrance hall there is an extra large classroom equipped with 
presentation equipment and extra chairs for meetings. The Pinkard Community Service 
and Multicultural Affairs Center is the hub of Goucher’s service and diversity programs, 
which sponsor student group meetings, mentoring programs, and service initiatives across 
campus and in the greater Baltimore community. 
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Additional Features 
 There are classrooms and meeting rooms scattered throughout the building as well 
as inside the library. There are two large classrooms on the first floor near the Forum and 
a large elevator that stops at each floor. There is an additional row of lockers that students 
can check out or reserve located on the first floor between Alice’s Restaurant and the 
Jones Commons area. Flatscreen TVs are mounted on walls throughout the building, but 
there are also traditional bulletin boards for students and groups to pin event fliers, 
advertisements, and announcements on. All of the bathroom facilities in the building are 
large, conveniently located, spotless, and energy efficient. One of these bathrooms also 
includes a shower for students to use after exercising in the Cardio Loft without having to 
return to their dormitory or home. 
Gold LEED Certification 
 Another impressive aspect of this library’s design is its green building successes. 
Although the architects had originally aimed for Silver LEED (Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design) Green-Building Rating certification it actually earned a coveted 
Gold rating. The Hurst Terrace, an open-air plaza adjacent to the Athenaeum, has been 
planted with honey locust trees that provide a natural canopy for outdoor classes and 
general relaxation. The Winslow Great Lawn is a sloping expanse of grass that connects 
the residential quad to the loop road adjacent to the Athenaeum. This lawn provides a 
natural amphitheatre perfect for outdoor events and concerts during nice weather. There 
is also a rain garden planted with vegetation to attract butterflies and add to the campus’ 
biodiversity. The exterior of the building includes high-performance glass walls that 
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admit daylight but reduce heat gain and two green roofs that reduce heat and alleviate 
stormwater runoff. 
 Much of the Athenaeum’s interior was created from recycled products, including 
the carpeting, furniture, and construction materials. Low-VOC (volatile organic 
compound) adhesives and sealants were specially selected for use throughout the interior 
and the HVAC (heating, ventilation, air conditioning) and lighting systems are controlled 
by system zoning. Water is conserved through waterless urinals, dual-flush toilets in all 
bathrooms, and motion-activated Sloan solar power sinks. Energy use is also regulated 
and reduced in many ways, including the use of LED and fluorescent lighting, solar water 
heating, light-activated motorized window shades, insulated glass exterior walls, motion 
sensors for the lights in all non-essential rooms, and displacement ventilation. 
 
Conception & Design Process 
Successful library planning will involve collaboration among faculty, academic 
officers, librarians, and architects… Planning will be based on what students are 
actually doing in the library, on what they really need in a learning 
environment… Finally, it will engage the community in thinking imaginatively 
about how the library can best contribute to the cultural life of the campus 
(Demas, 2005, p. 39). 
The Athenaeum staff provided as much documentation on the conception and 
design process as they could gather before the research visit to the campus. The planning 
process, from the earliest ideas to the Athenaeum’s opening, took a decade—from 1999 
to 2009. In fact, the original idea involved only minor renovations to the Julia Rogers 
Library and it took several years and a change in college president for this proposal to be 
turned down in favor of an entirely new building. The notes taken from the planning 
documentation will be further explained and augmented in following sections on the 
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interviews with Librarians A, B, and C, who both played significant roles in the process. 
The documentation has gaps in its timelines and raises some questions that are 
unanswerable due to the length of time that has passed since the meetings they recorded. 
The earliest document found is a report titled “Julia Rogers Library: A Plan for 
Improvement of the Facility: Final Report” from June 1999. This report was compiled by 
a consulting team hired by Goucher to investigate structural problems with the Rogers 
Library and suggest possible solutions. The Director of Facilities Programming and 
Utilization at Indiana University and the Dean of University Libraries at Johns Hopkins 
University are listed as the report’s authors. The report includes summaries of discussions 
that the team members had with Goucher faculty, students, administrators, library staff, 
and members of the Board of Trustees over a period of around seven months before 
beginning their investigation. The major problems noted in this report included the poor 
physical design that did not permit effective and efficient use of space by patrons or staff, 
the vulnerability of the special collections and archives collections, major ADA 
compliancy violations, a dire need for A/C in the stacks and public spaces, bad lighting, 
inadequate telecommunication infrastructure, not enough stack space, asbestos 
abatement, a lack of flexibility, and many others. This report concluded by 
recommending a renovation and two-wing expansion, and the suggested architect for this 
construction was the Hillier Group. 
 A report titled “Julia Rogers Library Renovation Plan” created in 2000 was 
mentioned in several other documents, but a copy could not be located. The next 
document is meeting notes from a presentation to the Board by several librarians, which 
took place in February 2002. These notes include an early summary of President Sanford 
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“Sandy” Ungar’s vision for a new building, which by this point in time was being 
seriously discussed. Mr. Ungar is described as desiring a library that would be a 
“transforming mom in the history of the college, a breakthrough facility where we [the 
college] can unleash out imagination” and viewed it as a modern take on the classical 
athenaeum, which was a central place for the exchange of ideas. He also saw the new 
building as a chance to provide a “whole life” facility for students. The notes report that 
the Grounds Committee of the Board was discussing possible sites for a new building and 
had hired architects to present a “graphic translation” of an earlier conception meeting in 
March 2002. 
 This report also provided a great early conceptualization for the mission of the 
Athenaeum as a library and as a part of the greater campus environment: 
The building will support the teaching function of the library, serving as an 
extension of the classroom, in which students learn research skills and the 
effective use of information. The library building will continue to be a community 
center of learning and interaction serving Goucher students, faculty, alumnae and 
alumni, staff, and friends of the college. The library building will serve as the 
academic center of campus. It will be functional and beautiful, and it will 
encourage a spirit of imagination and creativity among users. It will also be 
architecturally congruent with the existing campus design while incorporating 
distinctive elements of its own. 
 
These visionary plans do not yet articulate what will be included within the building—
what are known as the “programming” aspects—because deciding the purpose of such an 
important new build must be established and input from the community must be gathered 
before design details can be discussed. 
 Many of the documents are notes from the hired architectural firm, Hillier. One 
particular set of notes come from a meeting they held at Goucher in April 2002 in which 
they gathered librarians and administrators involved with the project to try to define the 
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vision, theme, and program for the new library. By this time Goucher College’s Board 
had approved the building project but many of the details were still to be worked out by a 
number of committees. Hillier asked the group to decide if the new library was to be a 
“campus within a campus” and whether spaces or objects were most important. This 
meeting was also clearly a brainstorming session, since one part involved discussion of 
ideals and fantasies about inventing a college (or library) from scratch. This led into talks 
of placement—centrally or peripherally?—and ideas on how to incorporate places to 
teach and learn, maximum flexibility, and spontaneous use of space. The first mention of 
a “forum” as a place for students to meet and as an event space occurs here, as well as a 
brief mention of a café, outdoor amphitheater, movie theater, music or art space, a yoga 
room, classrooms, a creative writing center, game room, and possibly even a residential 
wing with apartments for visiting faculty.  
 Another Hillier document from April 2002 was found, this one titled “Library 
Concept Design Schedule.” It includes a large chart detailing the process for getting the 
construction project initialized, refined, and finalized step-by-step (all dates in 2002): 
Early April Baltimore County review; prepare preliminary documents; concept and programming refinement meeting; concept refinement 
Mid-April Gather feedback from constituent groups on programming ideas 
Late April Program finalization and approval 
Early May Site analysis and concept development meetings 
Mid-May Hillier meets with Goucher committee to discuss site and concept options 
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Late May Concept finalization 
Early June Cost estimate and project schedule development; coordinate with construction consultants 
Mid-June Review consultant meeting results with Goucher committee 
Late June Refine and finalize construction plans; final report and concept design completion 
  
  The next document, a final report written by the FLAG (Futuristic Library at 
Goucher) committee for the Facilities Sub-group Sub-committee on the Library, is from 
January 2003, nearly a year later. This particular committee was comprised of members 
from the Facilities Sub-group, librarians, a faculty member from each academic division, 
one student, the Academic Dean, and the Chief Technology Officer. The committee met 
six times between November and December 2002 in order to discuss budgetary concerns 
and to make recommendations to the Board. The notes from this meeting focus on the 
new library’s collections, services, spaces, and information technology. One suggestion 
made is that the library should be viewed as the central and most important aspect of the 
Athenaeum—by now this name seems to have stuck—project, so that other elements 
vying for space within the building would not overshadow the whole point of the project.  
This group also recommended that collection development concentrate on e-
resource growth for serials and print growth for monographs since Goucher’s print 
collection was too small compared to peer institutions. They also supported the inclusion 
of the Special Collections and Archives department within the new facility, the 
Information Commons concept, setting aside shared space for CTLT, and budgeting for 
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growing staff due to anticipated longer open hours and increased patron use. One 
interesting idea proposed here is the creation of a “Support Technology endowment” that 
could be created in coordination with the Development Office in order to continually 
support future technology updates and improvement within the Athenaeum. This 
document estimated that the Athenaeum would need to include 91,000 sq. ft. for the 
library at a cost of $28 million (this does not include the remaining space in the building). 
The next document, notes from a brain storming session that took place in June 
2004, jumps more than a year into the future. From this point on the Goucher committees 
tend to focus on programming, or what elements should actually be included within the 
building, and how each one of those additions would fit into the building’s mission. Some 
of the ideas listed in this document did make it into the final plans, but several were 
interesting simply because they were cut for reasons that were not documented. For 
instance, here there is a desire to convert from Dewey to the Library of Congress 
classification schema when shifting the book collection to the new building, but this 
clearly never took place because Dewey was still in use when I visited. The list also 
mentions discarding most of the bound journal collection, preservation issues such as 
lighting and stack location, increased number of computers, adding the special collection 
holdings to the catalog, training the student employees to take on higher level tasks, 
providing a variety of seating options and study nooks, and maintaining a focus on 
environmental sustainability efforts such as reducing printing and increasing recycling.  
There were a number of good ideas in this document, so I will list a few more 
highlights: including lockers with study carrels that could be reserved by students, 
thinking about security issues, considering scheduling issues for the library classrooms, 
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placing librarians closer to the library’s entrance, adding bright colors and textures to 
avoid design coldness, adding sound adsorbing objects like plants to improve acoustics, 
accounting for collection growth and the need for flexible spaces, thinking about staff 
office desires such as privacy and accessibility, zoned sprinkler system, food and coffee, 
quiet zones, improved parking, buying student artwork for decorations, merging library 
and tech departments for seamless communication and collaboration, ADA compliant 
elevators, bathrooms, and stairways, the creation of a Student Library Committee to 
encourage participation, self check-out stations, getting licenses for film viewings, a 
planetarium, Faculty Club room, fireplaces, a yoga room, and soundproof music rooms. 
The discussions about what should be included in the final plans continued in 
November 2004 at a meeting between Goucher representatives and Hillier. The notes 
from this meeting discuss the entrance design (mentioning that it should be welcoming 
and include a grand staircase), the need to remain service oriented by stationing librarians 
in convenient locations, and the desire to have a room for periodicals and recreational 
materials just off the entrance lobby. Interestingly, none of those suggestions made it into 
the final design. These notes also describe the circulation desk as having “flexibility of 
function” and a desire to combine the IT Media help desk with circulation, noting that 
increased noise and confusion could prove to be a problem. At this point it seems like the 
Reference Desk is still separate from the Circulation Desk and that the CTLT facility 
would be adjacent to the library rather than inside. Other features that are mentioned here 
that never made it into the final conceptualization are a yoga/stretch/dance/contemplation 
space, media wall to display messages and images, Kratz Creative Writing Center, Office 
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for International Studies, presentation practice room, Career Development Center, 
fireplace lounge, and the Academic Center for Excellence (ACE). 
The Athenaeum Programming Committee met three times between November 
and December 2004 to discuss the responses they received from Goucher faculty, staff, 
and students after asking for suggestions on what to include in the building. One 
document is from December 2004 and it summarizes the recommendations for spaces 
created after reviewing the 78 email responses from the community. This list is close to 
what becomes finalized in the construction plans; it includes a café, commuter commons, 
media wall, central gathering space, group study rooms, an outdoor piazza, exercise space 
(here imagined as a yoga room), CTLT offices, 24/7 computer labs, an art gallery, 
classrooms, performing arts space, Goucher Radio, community service center, Kratz 
Center for Creative Writing, multicultural affairs center, and a general information desk 
staff by students during the day and a Public Safety officer during the night. Perhaps the 
most interesting information from this document was that the feature most often 
mentioned in the responses was the use of environmentally conscious materials and 
construction methods. 
The final document, notes from an Athenaeum Programming Committee meeting, 
comes from 2005, four years before the Athenaeum building project was completed. The 
guiding principles for the committee’s design decisions are succinctly summed up:  
Active, lively space with use 24/7. Functions should be complementary to the 
library. The ideals of the strategic plan should be reflected. A spirit of 
inclusiveness. Creativity. Celebration of learning. Space should be very flexible. 
This document lists the building’s desired features in a ranked order—classrooms and an 
IT help desk, surprisingly, are ranked last—and follows this up with a list of “non-
negotiable” features. I am not sure why the documentation trail ends here or if major 
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documents are missing, but since this document lays out most of the features that became 
the final design it may be the case that the meetings in those intervening four years 
mainly involved construction plans and technical reports that had little to do with the 
library staff. 
 
 
Librarian A Interview 
I had originally planned on interviewing Librarian A, who has worked at Goucher 
College since 1987, and then A invited a Facilities staff member (Staff Z), who has 
worked at Goucher since 1996 and was just as heavily involved in the entire planning 
process, to participate in the interview in the interview as well. This is technically a joint 
interview, but since the two voices were not always distinct in the recording I may not 
always attribute quotations directly to one or the other unless I can do so confidently. 
These two took part in nearly every stage of conception and planning, so together they 
were able to provide much more detail about the decade-long process. 
As Librarian A and Staff Z describe, the early years of conceptualization began in 
1999 with a demand from the college’s Board of Trustees that they be careful not to 
“engage in what they [Trustees] called ‘program creep,’ so we [the librarians] weren’t 
thinking big.” The went on to describe feeling grateful that there was reception to the idea 
of renovation at all, but the earliest plans only focused on small improvements rather than 
new construction in the original building since the support of the administration was not 
yet in place. During this one-year period a campus committee hired architects to draft a 
new wing for the Julia Rogers Library, but then the college’s president suddenly accepted 
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a position at another institution and left. During the presidential search between 2000 and 
2001 very little progress was made in planning this new addition and the project stalled. 
Finally, in 2001, Sanford “Sandy” Ungar was hired as Goucher’s new President. 
Almost immediately he decided he did not want to continue the fundraising campaign for 
the planned renovation, but instead decided it made more sense to build an entirely new 
building that could better promote the college and its mission. At this point of time the 
college was also engaged in creating a new strategic plan and this idea fit in particularly 
well, so the administration and Board were more eager to support and finance a library 
renovation project the second time around. As Librarian A put it, “I don’t think we can 
underestimate the role of our current president in getting this project going and in the 
concept of this building and really thinking big for the whole project.”  
Apparently at one point in the decade-long planning process the program had 
expanded “a lot,” growing to over 150,000 square feet, bigger than any other building on 
campus. Financial concerns and the notion that it would be unwieldy at this size meant 
that it had to be scaled back down to around 100,000 square feet. This of course meant 
that certain ideas for non-library elements needed to be cut, so Ungar convened the 
Programming Committee to make the tough decisions on what to ultimately keep in the 
Athenaeum. At this point in time the campus also realized that it needed to build a new 
residence hall to accommodate a growing student body and the lead architect, who had 
drafted the version that was too large, was replaced by an architect who “tightened things 
up in a lot of ways” after consulting with the Programming Committee. 
Librarian A and Staff Z agree that there was never a single committee in charge of 
decision-making during the long process, mainly because student committee members 
 38 
would graduate, faculty members would go on leave, trustee members would shift their 
committee commitments, etc. Librarian A had more involvement with the Programming 
Committee and other groups interested in decided what wound up in the building, 
whereas Staff Z acted as a construction and design consultant. They worked together in 
deciding that the building’s exterior needed to fit in with the rest of campus, which 
explains why the art gallery is pulled off to one side and built in a fashion similar to the 
nearby Alumni House, and the stacks were placed on a side that faced only the woods so 
that it could have the glass walls that are unique among Goucher’s buildings. The stacks 
also had to be separated from the rest of the building because they have four levels, not 
three like the remainder, in order to maximize collection space. 
I was curious about how the Goucher library staff managed to get those in charge 
of fundraising onboard with this new project since so many other college libraries have 
experienced great difficulty in arguing for the continuing needs of the library, so I asked 
them about the strategy they used. They told me that although everyone involved was 
quick to embrace technology, they were lucky to have a Board that understands the need 
for physical books and materials. They also pointed out that they had the one thing that 
proved to be most important: “commitment from the top.” This means that Ungar also 
never bought into the idea that books were relics of the past, and instead wished to 
showcase the book collection as an impressive scholarly display on campus. They also 
told me that students and faculty were “really instrumental” in arguing for the library as a 
desired place because, after conducting a LibQUAL user satisfaction survey in 2004, they 
were able to use the results to prove to the Board that the number one thing preferred by 
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both students and faculty was a bigger book collection. Comfortable furniture came in 
second, with natural lighting trailing in third place. 
The Programming Committee formed by Ungar included representatives from 
across campus and spent many meetings (as Librarian A said, “Everybody had an opinion 
about everything”) hashing out the details on what to include in the final floor plan before 
the architects finally requested a final list. Librarian A co-chaired the Programming 
Committee, which eventually decided to open up the process to everyone on campus by 
requesting proposals via email. After reviewing the responses and creating a grid that 
narrowed them down to the most requested elements. Some parts of the design were 
mandatory because the President backed them or they were fundraising commitments; 
these include the exercise space, the radio station, the community service center, and the 
commuter’s commons. The Committee made their final decision based on the philosophy 
that every element should somehow “enhance or extend the role of the library,” that each 
needed to be justified and make sense in the greater context. 
We then discussed individual design features. The Forum had been imagined as a 
town square, as an open space in which the community could gather spontaneously. They 
had discussed lighting for this area extensively during design discussions and ultimately 
decided that natural lighting was desirable, although the skylight in the atrium has 
resulted in making it too bright for A/V presentations or film viewings to take place in the 
Forum during the day. The deliberate openness of the Forum also means that when 
lectures, events, or performances decide to use the stage they must expect to have people 
walking through and past the seating, and even peering down from floors above. Staff Z 
also pointed out that the Events department on campus is usually careful not to allow too 
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many loud events during the daytime, so most events are scheduled at night or during 
non-exam periods. 
The conversation then moved on to whether or not the new building has been 
successful in generating more student interest in the library. Librarian A explained that 
the counting equipment has not been working as it should since the building opened and 
has encountered difficulty in trying to get clean data sets for door counts in order to 
quantitatively compare usage of the old library to the new. However, Librarian A did tell 
me that one clean data set from a certain week in 2011 was compared to the same week 
years earlier and that there was a 47% overall increase in the number of people entering 
the library. In fact, on the day I arrived—a Sunday—the count reported 1,400 users, 
which is surprisingly high for a school of only 1,500 students. 
When asked if they think that this library differs from other comparable academic 
libraries, both agreed that it did. Librarian A explained that the integration of the various 
elements is was even more seamless than expected, which makes it feel like a complete 
building rather than a collection of individual departments or elements that just happen to 
inhabit a shared space. Staff Z added that the Programming Committee’s deliberate 
selections in terms what would be included helped create the cohesion between the 
various parts. Z also noted that since the rest of the building held different hours from the 
library that security was a major concern. There are two main entrances to the library, 
one on the ground floor and one on the third floor, which were necessary for ADA 
compliance and because they wanted to create as porous a library as possible. However, 
staff members are not stationed near the upper entrance and several of the group study 
rooms and the Batza Room have doors to both the library and the atrium.  
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When asked about LEED certification, Librarian A and Staff Z confirmed that 
environmental consciousness was always a non-negotiable part of the overall design. 
However, they said that it came to the forefront after being “ratified by the community” 
during the email proposal gathering part of the design process. Eco-friendly construction 
emerged as the main concern of the Goucher community, but it also fit the strategic plan 
that had be formulated during the Athenaeum’s conceptualization. The plan stated that all 
new buildings had to achieve LEED Silver certification or higher. The Athenaeum aimed 
for Silver, but actually achieved Gold and was a mere 6 points away from Platinum, the 
highest certification possible. However, Librarian A did qualify this by saying that 
programming came first and environmental concerns came second; for example, the glass 
walls around the stacks is certainly not the most environmentally conscious design, but it 
accomplished the goal of showcasing the physical collection and that took precedence. 
As Librarian A and Staff Z explained, there was a feeling among the decision-
making committees that students “felt isolated from each other because there wasn’t a 
place to gather.” They aimed to provide such a social hotspot, yet also include intellectual 
and cultural components in order to “serve the whole student,” as Ungar likes to say. 
Both expressed regret that the Katz Center for Creative Writing and the ACE center, 
which provides study skills training, did not make it into the final building design. They 
told me that they were ultimately cut because they did not quite adhere to the philosophy 
of openness since they would both require a certain degree of privacy in order to 
function. The president pushed for openness to the fullest extent—even the library staff, 
except the director, have no individual offices in the Athenaeum. 
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When I asked whether the library staff had voiced any concerns during the design 
process, both Librarian A and Staff Z laughed, replying, “In tons of ways!” They told me 
that the biggest fear was that including non-library elements would create a “chaotic” 
environment. Between the possibility of noise from the Forum and a lack of private office 
space, the staff worried that they would be constantly interrupted and not be able to work. 
A few staff members did leave around the time that the Athenaeum opened, but those 
who remain do not dislike the non-library elements. The concern about noise did prove to 
be true on some days, including the day I visited to conduct the interviews. This 
interview took place in the library on the top floor, far from the Forum, and yet there is a 
lot of background noise coming from the Russian Olympiad that was taking place down 
on the first floor. Two hundred K-12 students plus around 50 teachers had swarmed the 
Athenaeum that day in order to sing songs, take tests, and compete.  
Staff Z told me that another “absolutely important” consideration throughout the 
planning process was technology. Both of the classrooms in the building, the group study 
rooms, and the Information Commons are fitted out with the latest technology. In fact, 
“the whole building runs on technology” because the lights, HVAC system, and window 
blinds are controlled and timed by a computer program. The Programming Committee 
initially wanted to reduce the number of computers in the library, but after observing 
student behavior in the Rogers Library it became clear that students do not actually bring 
their laptops to the library often, preferring to do their work at the library computer 
stations. After discovering this, they increased the number of computers and decided to 
run both Windows and Mac OSX operating systems on all of the computers in the 
Information Commons. I asked whether there is a plan in place for systematically 
 43 
updating all of this technology, and they laughed. They then told me that there is a 
“hypothetical” plan for campus-wide computer replacement that has not yet been tested. 
One issue that was brought up repeatedly is that the library’s relationship with the 
IT department remains bumpy despite the inclusion of the Center for Teaching, Learning, 
and Technology space within the Information Commons. At Goucher College the CTLT, 
which is a branch of IT, reports to an entirely different administrative branch and also 
adheres to a very different service philosophy.  Librarian A told me that there could and 
should be more collaboration between library and CTLT staff, that “in the end it [CTLT] 
was not as integrated as we would have wanted.” For six years the library director was in 
charge of the CTLT staff, but even when it was part of the same unit it did not guarantee 
that the service philosophies could mesh well.  
Finally, I asked if either had experienced a change in job duties after moving to 
the Athenaeum in 2009. Librarian A now spends more time talking about the building to 
visitors from all over the world and presenting on its events and design at conferences 
around the U.S. Librarian A also mentioned that having the Information Commons run 
jointly by the library’s User Services staff and the CTLT staff was still a work in 
progress, that the library must now handle placing reservation notices on all of the 
classrooms since the Registrar Office only handles the registration process, and that there 
was even a recent meeting called because the library staff realized that there was no 
policy in place for handling reservations, hardware, security, layout, etc. for art exhibits 
that are in the atrium’s top floor. 
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Librarian B Interview 
Librarian B is a member of the User Services department, working in circulation, 
reference, instruction, and interlibrary loans at various points, who started working at 
Goucher in 2000. B told me was involved in all aspects of the Athenaeum’s planning as a 
member of the Planning Committee, a liaison to the architects, and a member of the early 
FLAG committee mentioned in the documentation. When asked about the design process, 
Librarian B also focused mainly on the difficulty of reducing the original design and 
having to cut out facilities for an auditorium, movie theater, yoga room, creative writing 
center, game room, and more, saying “Basically there was a kind of turf war to figure out 
who was going to get into this new building because lots of people were interested in 
being here.” 
Since Librarian B spends most of his time in the Information Commons, he spent 
some time explaining its evolution over the course of the building’s development. 
Apparently the first draft of the Information Commons included the entire reference 
collection, leaving very little room for computers or user space. B told the architects, 
“Computers are the coin of the realm now, we need lots of computers” and worked with 
them to redesign the space to include more than 60 computers to the Commons, with 
additional stations throughout the stacks. B had also observed that students rarely bring 
their own laptops to the library to work and used that to advocate for more stations. 
The Athenaeum was lucky, according to Librarian B, to have been able to claim a 
location in the middle of Goucher’s campus. Although the access road that circles the 
perimeter of the campus had to be moved further out in order to create a space, its 
ultimate geographical location, near the student dormitories and student union, has made 
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it much more convenient for the students and therefore encourages more use. B told me, 
“The whole concept of the Athenaeum is so convenient to where the students live and 
that’s been a great part of its success. The students will tell you that.” Indeed, before the 
Athenaeum was built, the only computers near the student dorms was one small computer 
lab that was heavily used because students did not want to make the trek across campus 
in the dark to use the library. 
Another reason for the Athenaeum’s popularity among students, according to 
Librarian B, is that it places no restrictions on food or drink and very few restrictions on 
noise. Since Alice’s Restaurant is located just below the library, students can grab a snack 
or meal and bring it back upstairs to continue their work without ever having to leave the 
building. Some of the library staff were originally reluctant to accept this new policy, 
“but when we [the librarians] weighed the idea of having to police food and what it 
would mean in a positive way we went ahead and said no restrictions.” Despite a few 
stains on the carpets, this plan has worked out well so far since the students seem to be 
more respectful when given this extra freedom. The designers had also carefully planned 
ahead and chose carpet that is actually made out of individual squares that can be 
replaced individually. Students do not have to leave the library to exercise or get food, 
and they are also encouraged to take naps or spend the entire night within the building. 
The lockers allow them to safely store their belongings, the custom, comfortable furniture 
was selected specifically for stretching out, and no one has to worry about being kicked 
out at closing time or having to look up the hours since the Athenaeum is open 24/7. “The 
idea was to give students a reason to be in the library a long time and obviously the 
figures show it.” 
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Librarian B is the biggest proponent of faculty space within the library staff and 
has taken this issue on in an active way. From the beginning of the planning process he 
advocated for designated faculty space, but it was never seriously considered. In 
December 2011, he used Survey Monkey to conduct a “faculty in the library” survey and 
used the results to propose two places within the library that could be converted into a 
faculty room, but so far the proposal has failed to gain much support. As Librarian B 
explained it, the faculty should be encouraged to spend more time in the library because it 
results in “healthy, serendipitous run-ins” with students, but that the faculty also long to 
have a private, quiet space in which to do research, write, and assemble class materials 
without interference. Some professors have also complained of being embarrassed when, 
in public, they have encountered problems with technology and appear to lack knowledge 
or skills. The results of Librarian B’s survey, which were loaned to me, do indicate a 
desire for multi-page, easy to use scanners and printers in a room separate from students, 
greatly increased book and serials collections for research purposes, a reading lounge for 
faculty, and more targeted special events such as wine and cheese parties, guest lectures, 
or instruction sessions on using media in the classroom. If these were in place, survey 
participants indicated, faculty would be much more likely to use the library. 
As for major staff concerns, Librarian B, like all of the other staff members I 
interviewed, immediately mentioned the noise that emanates from the Forum at certain 
times. The ledges on each floor that allow visitors to look down into the Forum from 
above were also a safety concern for some, since either objects or people could fall over 
the side, but so far there have been no reported incidents. The stacks originally only 
included one designated quiet level, but this was expanded to two after students 
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complained of the noise coming from the Forum during events. B told me that the entire 
library becomes a “quiet zone” during the last three weeks of classes and that after the 
librarians get off duty at 10:00 pm a public safety officer is charged with keeping all 
floors quiet. The librarians try not to act as the “noise police” during these times and 
instead encourage students to practice self-enforcement if possible. For Librarian B, this 
was the only drawback of the Forum, which he said was “good for the intellectual 
enlightenment of not only students, but staff. It’s a symbiotic thing, where the library 
draws people that benefits the Forum, and the Forum draws people that benefits the 
library.” 
Librarian B was clearly excited about the Library Classroom, where he often 
teaches information literacy and other topical courses for students, but he told me that the 
stack reorganization was likely the library’s biggest success. The move from the old 
building to the new gave the librarians a good excuse to complete a massive weeding 
project, and a lot of this effort focused on selected books for a “ready reference” 
collection that would only include current, subject-specific resources. The books from the 
original reference collection that were not chosen for this smaller collection were 
interfiled, along with most of the periodicals, among the rest of the book collection in 
order to make browsing by subject much easier. The “ready reference” collection was 
placed in the center of the entry level stack on 50 shelves. The oversize book collection, 
which had been scattered throughout the old library, were also centralized and placed 
here along with the popular multimedia collection. The top and bottom two shelves of 
each case are filled with videos and the CDs were placed inside customized racks that can 
be pulled out from the bookcases at a convenient height for manual browsing. 
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The library’s moveable furniture has also been a huge success with the students. 
Librarian B told me that the students love to create their own spaces, and that trying to 
keep certain pieces of furniture in their original room has proven futile since every day 
the furniture, particularly the chairs and tables in the Siebert Center and Information 
Commons, is in a different configuration. Librarian B did warn me not to ever invest in 
$300 beanbags since they proved to be too portable and disappeared almost entirely from 
the building. Another successful innovation has been allowing students to check out 
study carrels in the stacks for a semester. These carrels also come with a locker located 
directly next to them, which encourages students to a) put away their belongings when 
not using their carrel so that others can use it, and b) check out the books they are using 
within the library because the librarians check the lockers at random and, if a checked in 
book is found, the student loses their carrel reservation. Librarian B summed up his 
description of student interaction with the new library, “Students really do love this 
building.” 
 
 
Librarian C Interview 
Librarian C is a Technical Services staff member who has worked in the library 
since 2000, but, unlike Librarian A and B, was not heavily involved in the design of the 
Athenaeum. Since C did not play a major role in the design or conceptualization process, 
the building was difficult to envision based only on an architect’s model and designs. 
Although this means that the Athenaeum was a bit of a mystery until Librarian C actually 
moved into the new facility, C described its features—library and non-library—in a 
mostly positive way, saying it is a “busy hub, a meeting place.” According to Librarian 
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C, many of the staff members enjoy the new library’s central location on campus and find 
the events in the Forum “invigorating,” especially for the staff who have been with 
Goucher for more than a decade. The staff apparently use Alice’s Restaurant since it is on 
an optional meal plan and enjoy the art gallery, but Librarian C told me that she has not 
personally had any interaction with the radio station, cardio loft, commuter commons, or 
community service center. Librarian C also mentioned that a major problem in the old 
library was the lack of climate control—the heat often became overwhelming and caused 
students to fall asleep while trying to study—and that this is no longer a problem. 
Librarian C remembered some members of the staff voicing concerns before the 
Athenaeum was built; for example, some complained that the design would be a huge 
departure from “Goucher architecture” and would seem cold and modern in comparison, 
but most changed their minds after moving in and agreed that a nice mixture of materials 
and design features was used. The staff was also worried about the lack of private office 
space and the fact that the different library branches were to be spread out over many 
floors. Librarian C told me that this has been a problem, since the new layout is not as 
conducive to staff interaction, “bad for the social life of the librarian,” because there is no 
real staff lounge, no parking lot, two entrances, and too much travel time between offices. 
When asked about student use, Librarian C confirmed much of what the other 
librarians had described, such as their enjoyment of the furniture and desire for more 
“nooks and crannies,” the popularity of the Forum as a gathering place, and the success 
of the “pink noise” concept that gives patrons some privacy while also allowing for open 
spaces. As for the staff, C told me that the biggest impact was the loss of private office 
space, particularly for the User Services staff who have to work from a pod inside the 
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Information Commons. The move also meant that more librarians were hired due to the 
extension in staffed hours, increased presence of public safety officers, an influx of 
technology into every aspect of the building, and an increased number of student 
employees since they are the only staff working from 10:00 pm to 8:00 am many nights. 
I also asked Librarian C if she was aware of any surprises in how the features in 
the new building worked. The defective window shades were once again mentioned, but 
the fact that the glass walls in the stack area facing the forest heats up during the day 
despite the use of “frigid glass” was something I had not yet heard. I was also told that 
some of the windows that make up the exterior walls around the stacks have 
spontaneously broken, which resulted in wasted funds and concern for the collection. The 
non-linear design of the library wing also causes more confusion than the old library, so 
the staff spend more time directing people to classrooms, bathrooms, stack levels, etc. 
Librarian C also mentioned security lapses, including two back emergency exit staircases 
without functioning alarm systems that have allowed people to get away with a small 
amount of theft. Another security problem is an internal elevator that opens directly into 
the Collection Management offices; apparently students would get off on that floor 
thinking it was an exit since there was not any security in place to keep them out of this 
area, which holds some of the special collection materials and all of the new orders. 
Despite these design issues, Librarian C seems pleased to work in the campus’ 
showcase building: “Even though it was a lot of work, there was always this excitement, 
you knew it was going to be a lot better [than the old library] and all the activities that 
went on and all the visitors, so in general it just generates a lot of excitement.” Librarian 
C also told me that she is proud to show colleagues and visitors the Athenaeum, that it 
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truly is filling the somewhat clichéd role as the “heart of campus” now, and that the 
amount of effort and money the Goucher administration put into the library is a clear sign 
that they value academics and this, in turn, helps to attract students and donations. 
 
Librarian D Interview 
The final interview was with Librarian D, another User Services staff member 
who has worked at Goucher since 2002 and was not involved in the design process. 
Librarian D remembers the process, as an outsider, as a “very controversial project of a 
controversial president,” explaining that the building encouraged negative responses from 
faculty who felt like the money should have been spent on different buildings or students 
who assumed their tuition was going to be raised to finance the construction. However, 
Librarian D still supports the Athenaeum’s overall design and the important role it plays 
on campus now that it has been built, and would recommend it to other institutions, 
saying, “I feel more connected to what’s going on on campus, I feel more aware of 
what’s going on, especially since so many of the events are happening in this building.” 
I asked whether the non-library elements added or subtracted from the mission of 
the library, and Librarian D agreed with the other librarians that they certainly enhance 
the mission, but also qualified this statement by saying that Goucher’s students tend to be 
academically motivated and probably would use the library just as much without the non-
library additions. Noise was also brought up yet again as the one major problem with the 
building’s design. D told me, “Oftentimes we just assume we know what the patrons 
want because something is trendy, so we assume that it’s all about collaboration and 
people don’t want private work spaces and quiet study spaces, but actually they do.” 
 52 
Although the Athenaeum does provide some private rooms for individual study, there are 
clearly not enough because students have tended to take over the much larger rooms 
intended for group study and turn them into solo work spaces in order to get silence and 
solitude from the busy library around them.  
Librarian D also elaborated on the problem of having the CTLT and library staff 
jointly manage the Information Commons. According to D, the long help desk that runs 
along the right side of the Commons was originally meant to act as a centralized access 
point for reference, circulation, and IT, but that the CTLT staff decided to move their 
help desk to a pod in the center of the room. When the pod did not work as expected and 
began to be used too much by students, the professional staff moved out of the building 
altogether, then moved back in but abandoned the pod in favor of the Decker Center 
located in the back. The new CTLT Information Technology Help Desk was also moved 
to this back room and staffed by students rather than IT professionals. There were many 
more details, but the basic point was that the CTLT/IT service orientation of “corporate, 
tiered service that is interested mainly in protecting the people who have the most 
knowledge from the people asking the questions unless they’re really necessary to help 
them” differed too much from the library staff’s direct service orientation. 
Security was also mentioned as one issue with the new building, but in relation to 
the students’ well being rather than to the library’s belongings. Librarian D pointed out 
that the decision to use glass walls actually made the building safer for students because 
nearly everything that goes on in the stacks can be seen internally and from the outside, 
so students feel safer staying in the library in the middle of the night. The glass walls also 
make the stacks more attractive and every room less claustrophobic. 
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Conclusion 
This case study of Goucher College’s Athenaeum Library has been useful in 
highlighting some successful design features and policies that can be used to create a 
model for future college library renovations or building projects. First, it is important to 
carefully select non-library elements that contribute to the library’s mission in some way 
in order to create a fully integrated space rather than a random collection of incoherent 
spaces that happen to reside in a single building. Second, the library should be as porous 
as possible, open to the other elements within the building, and yet remain secure. Third, 
the location of the library can greatly impact the amount of use it receives; the closer it is 
to the center of campus or residential halls, the better. Fourth, each component of library 
space should be as flexible as possible, including furniture, shelving, and technology. 
Fourth, auditoriums and forums attract users who might not otherwise visit the library on 
a regular basis and provide a number of social and cultural benefits, but noise must be 
carefully controlled. 
Fifth, the design of each space should support and actively encourage student 
learning, both individual and group: “As an extension of the classroom, library space 
needs to embody new pedagogies, including collaborative and interactive learning 
modalities” (Freeman, 2005). Sixth, create spaces that imitate domesticity to make the 
library a desirable place for students and faculty spend long periods of time; this can be 
accomplished by keeping longer hours, providing food and drink, natural lighting, 
programming stimulating events and activities, purchasing comfortable furniture, 
incorporating lounges and recreational spaces, etc. Seventh, play down the “authority” of 
the librarian and strict rules in favor of student responsibility, openness, and a more 
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relaxed atmosphere. Eighth, consider providing space specifically for faculty use and do 
not override their interests when thinking of ways to accommodate student patrons. 
Ninth, find ways to balance students’ desire for quiet, focused environments and 
socializing by designating adequate space for each within each part of the library. 
Modern academic libraries, even those in smaller institutions, tend to focus on 
their roles as collector and curator of physical and digital materials when designing 
building projects, expansions, and renovations. Recent design trends have increased 
technology capacity and consumption in the name of meeting student desires, but they 
have failed to take into account the additional roles an academic library can fulfill as a 
cultural and social hub on campus. In fact, the digital age has given academic libraries the 
chance to exchange traditional service and storage space for creative user space 
supporting active learning and study. Innovative libraries, like Goucher College’s 
Athenaeum, have become modern champions of “library as place” by integrating non-
traditional features, such as art galleries and exercise equipment, into the physical space 
of the library building. Designing a “multifunction” building is one way to successfully 
balance the intellectual, social, and cultural needs of the patrons who frequent the space. 
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Appendix 1  
Participant E-mail Solicitation 
 
 
Title of Study: The Athenaeum: A Modern Model for Academic Library Design 
IRB Study: 12-0309 
 
Principal Investigator: Courtney M. Cunningham, MSLS Candidate 
UNC-Chapel Hill Department: School of Information and Library Science 
Phone: [redacted]                                                                   
Email: cmcunnin@live.unc.edu 
 
Faculty Advisor: Rebecca Vargha, Adjunct Faculty  
UNC-Chapel Hill Department: School of Information and Library Science 
Phone: (919) 962-8361 
Email: vargha@live.unc.edu 
 
 
EMAIL SOLICITATION 
 
To: Prospective Study Participant 
CC: vargha@live.unc.edu 
 
Subject: LS Master’s student research project on the Athenaeum’s design looking for 
interviewees 
 
Hello, 
 
My name is Courtney Cunningham, and I am a final semester MSLS candidate at UNC-
Chapel Hill currently working on a research study for my Master’s paper. The research 
study, which will investigate the design and functionality of Goucher College’s 
Athenaeum and seek to determine its suitability as a model for future college library 
building projects, will be based on qualitative interviews with library staff respondents at 
the Athenaeum. I am contacting you because you are a library staff member at the 
Athenaeum and can therefore provide me with valuable input for this qualitative study on 
the future of college library design and function. In particular, I am interested in aspects 
of the Athenaeum’s physical design, use of interior and exterior space, integration of non-
library elements, and green building practices. 
 
The interview will take approximately 1 hour of your time, depending on the extent of 
your feedback. There is no financial compensation associated with your participation, 
although the input you provide will be made available for related research on academic 
library design. Although the interview questions are not personal in nature, it is likely that 
deductive identification will be possible based on the answers you provide and so I 
cannot guarantee complete anonymity. I will, however, be replacing your name with a 
pseudonym in the resulting paper and so there will be a certain level of security. 
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If you have your own office, we can schedule a time that is convenient for you and meet 
there to conduct the interview. If you are not based out of an office, it might be fitting to 
meet somewhere in the Athenaeum, although any site that is convenient for you would 
also be fine. 
 
If you are interested in participating in this study or if you have any questions about this 
study prior to agreeing to being interviewed, please contact me via 
email (cmcunnin@live.unc.edu) or call me at [redacted]. The interviews will take place 
on the Goucher campus on Monday, March 5th. Please let me know if you are interested 
in participating and what time and place would work best for you. 
 
Thank you in advance for your prospective participation. 
 
 
Best, 
 
Courtney Cunningham 
MSLS Candidate, May 2012 
School of Information and Library Science 
The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
 
PLEASE NOTE: Choosing or declining to participate in this study will not affect 
your employment at Goucher College. You will not be offered nor receive any 
special consideration if you take part in this research; it is purely voluntary. 
 
Researcher: Courtney M. Cunningham, MSLS candidate | cmcunnin@live.unc.edu 
Supervisor: Rebecca Vargha, Faculty Advisor | vargha@live.unc.edu
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Appendix 2 
Participant Consent Form 
 
 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
Consent to Participate in a Research Study 
Adult Participants 
 
Title of Study: The Athenaeum: A Modern Model for Academic Library Design 
IRB Study: 12-0309 
 
Principal Investigator: Courtney M. Cunningham 
Principal Investigator Department: School of Information and Library Science 
Principal Investigator Phone number: [redacted] 
Principal Investigator Email: cmcunnin@live.unc.edu 
 
Faculty Advisor: Rebecca Vargha, Adjunct Professor 
Faculty Advisor Email: vargha@live.unc.edu 
 
 
_________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
What are some general things you should know about research studies? 
You are being asked to take part in a research study. To join the study is voluntary. 
You may refuse to join, or you may withdraw your consent to be in the study, for any 
reason, without penalty. 
 
Research studies are designed to obtain new knowledge. This new information may help 
people in the future. You may not receive any direct benefit from being in the research 
study. There also may be risks to being in research studies. 
 
Details about this study are discussed below. It is important that you understand this 
information so that you can make an informed choice about being in this research study.  
 
You will be given a copy of this consent form. You should ask the researchers named 
above, or staff members who may assist them, any questions you have about this study at 
any time. 
 
What is the purpose of this study? 
The purpose of this research study is to learn more about the design and function of 
Goucher College's Athenaeum library and determine its suitability as a model for future 
college library building projects. The study will look into the Athenaeum's physical 
design, use of space, integration of non-library elements, and green building practices. 
 
 62 
You are being asked to be in the study because you are a library staff member at Goucher 
College’s Athenaeum who can provide valuable insight into the successes, failures, and 
possible uses of the library's design. 
 
Are there any reasons you should not be in this study? 
You should not be in this study if you feel uncomfortable about sharing your personal 
thoughts, feelings, or observations about the Athenaeum's use by students, faculty, staff, 
and visitors or if you feel you cannot answer questions about its design and functions. 
 
How many people will take part in this study? 
A total of approximately 4 people at this institution will take part in this study. 
 
How long will your part in this study last? 
Your participation will last approximately 1 hour. When your interview is complete, your 
participation will be over—although you may certainly request to see the final Master’s 
paper resulting from the culmination of this study’s research and/or ask any follow-up 
questions. 
 
What will happen if you take part in the study? 
If you take part in this study, the responses that you provide during an hour-long 
interview will be included and analyzed in the study’s principal investigator's Master’s 
paper. Since deductive identification might be possible based on the answers you will 
provide, I cannot guarantee complete confidentiality but I will replace your name with a 
pseudonym (i.e. "Librarian A") within the paper. For the purposes of transcription, your 
interview will be digitally recorded. After being transcribed, these recordings will be 
destroyed. Any questions that you answered during the interview but later wish to be 
stricken from the transcript and paper will be destroyed at this time and never recorded as 
text. 
 
What are the possible benefits from being in this study? 
Research is designed to benefit society by gaining new knowledge. You will not benefit 
personally from being in this research study. 
 
What are the possible risks or discomforts involved from being in this study? 
Although there are no physical risks associated with participating in this study, potential 
risk arises in the form of your comments being read and judged in a negative light by 
your colleagues since the final paper will be made publicly available on UNC-CH's 
website upon completion and acceptance by the department. You may choose to skip any 
question for any reason. 
 
What if we learn about new findings or information during the study? 
You will be given any new information gained during the course of the study that might 
affect your willingness to continue your participation. 
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How will your privacy be protected? 
Since deductive identification might be possible based on the information you will 
provide in your responses, I cannot guarantee complete confidentiality. However, your 
name will be replaced by a pseudonym (i.e. "Librarian A") each time your answers are 
used in the paper’s analysis and conclusions and in the transcripts within the paper's 
Appendix. For the purposes of transcription, your interview will be digitally recorded. 
After being transcribed to text, however, these recordings will be destroyed to protect 
your privacy as a respondent in case you later wished to omit a given answer. Each 
digital recording will be destroyed upon the completion of this research paper 
(07/19/2012 at the latest). You may also request that the recorder be shut off for a period 
of time during the interview. 
 
Check the line that best matches your choice: 
_____ OK to record me during the study 
_____ Not OK to record me during the study 
 
What if you want to stop before your part in the study is complete? 
You can withdraw from this study at any time, without penalty. The investigators also 
have the right to stop your participation at any time. This could be because you have had 
an unexpected reaction, or have failed to follow instructions, or because the entire study 
has been stopped. 
 
Will you receive anything for being in this study? 
You will not receive anything for taking part in this study. 
 
Will it cost you anything to be in this study? 
It will not cost you anything to be in this study. 
 
What if you have questions about this study? 
You have the right to ask, and have answered, any questions you may have about this 
research. If you have questions about the study (including payments), complaints, 
concerns, or if a research-related injury occurs, you should contact the researchers listed 
on the first page of this form. 
 
What if you have questions about your rights as a research participant? 
All research on human volunteers is reviewed by a committee that works to protect your 
rights and welfare. If you have questions or concerns about your rights as a research 
subject, or if you would like to obtain information or offer input, you may contact the 
Institutional Review Board at 919-966-3113 or by email to IRB_subjects@unc.edu. 
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Participant’s Agreement: 
 
I have read the information provided above. I have asked all the questions I have at this 
time. I voluntarily agree to participate in this research study. 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________ 
Signature of Research Participant 
 
 
______________________________________________________ 
Printed Name of Research Participant 
 
 
____________________ 
Date 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________ 
Signature of Research Team Member Obtaining Consent 
 
 
______________________________________________________ 
Printed Name of Research Team Member Obtaining Consent 
 
 
____________________ 
Date 
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Appendix 3 
Interview Schedule 
 
 
Turn on recording device. State subject’s name and position. State the date and time. 
 
There is no need to ask every question of every participant. Allow the conversation to 
move freely as needed, but try to keep it relevant. Be sure to remind the respondent that 
they can refuse to answer any questions at any time based on their personal preferences. 
 
 
Background information about the respondent: 
 
1. How long have you worked at the Athenaeum? 
 
2. In what capacity? 
 
 
Focus A: Planning 
 
1. To what extent were you involved in the design and planning process for the 
Athenaeum? 
 
2. Was the decision to create an integrated library space made by the library staff or 
in coordination with other college departments or offices? 
 
3. What do you envision the Athenaeum to be? Do you believe it is different from 
other college libraries? If so, in what ways? 
 
4. Did you envision the Athenaeum’s features changing the experience of library 
patrons? In what way(s)? 
 
5. How important a factor was LEED certification in designing the new building? 
 
6. How did you decide which non-library elements to incorporate into the 
Athenaeum? 
 
7. Did any other libraries or buildings inspire the Athenaeum in design or function? 
 
8. Do you recall any staff members voicing concerns about the design of the 
Athenaeum? If so, what were they? 
 
9. When planning the Athenaeum, did you consider whether it could be used as a 
model for similar institutions in the future or was it designed with only Goucher’s 
needs in mind? 
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10. How did you feel about working in the new library before it opened? Did this 
change at all after it opened? 
 
 
Focus B: Design 
 
1. Which design elements, in your opinion, are most exciting or useful for the library 
staff? For the students? 
 
2. How much impact did “green design” elements have on determining which 
features were included and how the building looked internally and externally? 
 
3. Would you call the Athenaeum’s design “innovative”? Why or why not? 
 
4. With the addition of the non-library elements in the building was the physical 
space of the library impacted in any way? 
 
5. Were the non-library elements chosen based on their possibility as “value-add” 
features for patrons or were they chosen to serve the library’s mission? 
 
6. Did technology remain an important factor in the new design? To what extent? 
 
 
Focus C: Evaluation 
 
1. Has the Athenaeum succeeded in improving on the library it replaced? If so, do 
you think this is due to the incorporation of non-library elements or for other 
reasons? 
 
2. Do you believe the non-library elements subtract from or add to the mission of the 
library and/or the mission of the college? 
 
3. Has your job or the job of any other library staff member(s) been impacted by the 
new design in a negative or positive manner? 
 
4. Have the new features acted as expected or have there been disappointments? 
Surprises? 
 
5. Have you noticed an increase, decrease, or other change in library use by 
students? By faculty? By the public? 
 
6. Are the non-library elements popular? If so, among which patron group(s)? 
 
7. Would you recommend the Athenaeum’s design to other colleges?
 67 
Appendix 4  
Athenaeum Photos 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Image 1  Floor plan for the Forum Level (Floor 1). 
 68 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Image 2  Floor plan for the Entry Level (Floor 2). 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Image 3  Floor plan for the Stack Level (Floor 3). 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Image 4  Floor plan for the Upper Level (Floor 4). 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Image 5  Athenaeum, forum entrance. 
 
 72 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Image 6  Athenaeum, main entrance. 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Image 7  Hyman Forum, view from the main entrance. 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Image 8  View from the Hyman Forum stage towards the main entrance. 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Image 9  Silber Art Gallery. 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Image 10  Alice’s Restaurant. 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Image 11  Athenaeum Library, main entrance. 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Image 12  Athenaeum Library, view of the stacks. 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Image 13  Information Commons, view from the atrium hall. 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Image 14  Information Commons, view from the library entrance. 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Image 15  Krug Reader’s Lounge. 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Image 16  Special Collections and Archives, entrance. 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Image 17  Cardio Loft. 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Image 18  View of the atrium from the top floor (Level 3). 
 
